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Status of Claims 

1. Claims 28-34 and 49-61 have been examined. 

Response to Amendments/Arguments 

2. Applicant has amended the claims to recite "to store or access a superset 
of non-redundant approval criteria, comprising a union of respective sets of 
approval criteria of the plurality of application recipients by parsing the sets of 
approval criteria...". However, this newly added language does not distinguish the 
claims from the prior art. Specifically, Tengel et al. teach accessing the approval 
criteria of the recipients (i.e. superset) (abstract) and assessing the application 
according to said approval criteria of each of said recipients (abstract; figure 2A), 
therefore the prior art necessarily teaches Applicant's "parsing" as the criteria 
needs to be retrieved in order to be compared with an application. 

Regarding the type of data stored or accessed, according to claim 32, for 
example, this cannot be used to differentiate the claims from the prior art as it 
merely describes the data acted upon as opposed to further detailing how the 
claimed forming step is performed (note: claim 32 would have to be amended to 
recite removing redundancies from a received data set, only storing non- 
redundant data and assessing applications using on the stored non-redundant 
data). In addition, it has been held that stored data that is not functionally related 
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to the substrate (i.e. computer memory) on which its stored will not differ the 
claimed from the prior art (In re Gulack, 217 USPQ 401 (Fed. Cir. 1983), In re 
Ngai, 70 USPQ2d (Fed. Cir. 2004), In re Lowry, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 
1994); MPEP 2106.01 II). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 28-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 28 is directed to an apparatus. Claim 28 also has been amended to 
recite the method step of "application requested by queries...". However, it has 
been held that a claim that recites both an apparatus and a method for using said 
apparatus is indefinite under section 112, paragraph 2, as such a claim does not 
sufficiently precise to provide competitors with an accurate determination of the 
'metes and bounds' of protection involved (IPXL Holdings LLC v. Amazon.com 
Inc., 77 USPQ2d 1140 (CA FC 2005); Ex parte Lye//, 17 USPQ2d 1548). 

Claims 29-31 and 49-55 are also rejected as they depend from claim 28. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 28, 29, 32, 33, 50, 53-55, 57, 58 and 61 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tengel et al. U.S. Patent No. 
5,940,812. 

As per claims 28-30, 32-34, 50, 53-55, 57, 58 and 61 Tengel et al. teach 
an apparatus for receiving and assessing an application comprising: 

• computing means to store a superset of approval criteria for a 
plurality of application recipients (abstract; column 7, lines 28-39; 
column 1 1 , lines 39-48) 

• requesting that the applicant provide application information (figure 
5) 

• receiving the application information (figure 1) 

• accessing the approval criteria of the recipients (abstract), 
assessing the application according to said approval criteria of 
each of said recipients (abstract; figure 2A) and forming a separate 
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assessment of said application for each of said recipients (figures 
2A and B) 

• presents a number of questions, that include an introductory in 
sequence to an applicant, receives responses to said questions 
and optimizes the sequence (figure 5) 

• computing means for an applicant to input data into said 
application (figure 2A) and communication means for 
communicating assessments of said application to said applicant 
(figure 2A) 

• questions that comprise a group of questions wherein at least of 
one of said groups include an introductory sentence ("In addition 
to..." figure 5) and refraining from asking questions deemed non- 
critical (figure 5) 

• determining what application information is required to assess the 
application against the superset of approval criteria (abstract; 
figures 2A-3B and 5; column 6, lines 46-61) 

Tengel et al. also teach each application recipient forming an approval or 
rejection assessment of the application (column 9, lines 22-26) and 
communicating approvals to a user (figure 2B). Regarding, "repeated criterion", 
according to the teachings of Tengel et al. recipients can have the same criterion. 
Therefore, a "repeated criterion" is at least obvious in light of teachings Tengel et 



Application/Control Number: 

09/336,741 

Art Unit: 3621 



Page 6 



al. (abstract; figure 3; column 7, lines 28-39; column 9, lines 11-21; column 11, 
lines 39-48). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 30 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tengel et al. U.S. Patent No. 5,940,812 in view of Lent et al. 
U.S. Patent No. 6,405,181. 

As per claims 30 and 34, Tengel et al. teach rejecting an application 
based on criteria such as FICO scores, payment performance and demographics 
(figures 3A and 3B). Tengel et al. disclose sending to an applicant approval 
assessments (figure 2A), however, the Tengel et al. teaching does not 
specifically recite communicating rejection assessments to applicants. Lent et al. 
teach conveying (column 10, lines 25-30; column 12, lines 45-63) to a user the 
reasons for rejecting an application wherein the rejection is based on FICO 
scores, payment performance and/or demographics (column 5, lines 15-43; 
column/line 7/54-8/12; column 10, lines 1-15 and 39-55; column/line 10/59-11/3). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the 
teachings of Tengel et al. and Lent et al. in order to provide ways that for 
improving her or his credit score ('181, column 12, lines 50-55). 

8. Claims 31, 49, 51, 52, 56, 59, and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

as being unpatentable over Tengel et al. U.S. Patent No. 5,940,812 in view of 
Hartman etal. U.S. Patent No. 5,960,411. 

As per claims 31 , 49, 51 , 52, 56, 59, and 60, Tengel et al. teach a system 
for processing user loans by receiving and storing lender loan criteria, receiving a 
borrower application then comparing the application against lender criteria to 
determine an available loan(s) for the borrower. Specifically, Tengel et al. teach 
potential borrowers filling out an application (figure 5). However, Tengel et al. do 
not explicitly recite presenting to a user a series of forms. Hartman et al. teach a 
filling out an application wherein the application comprises multiple electronic 
forms (abstract; figures 1A-2, 8A-C). The Hartman et al. teaching allows a user to 
complete an application by providing a sequence of forms to a user where the 
requesting of unnecessary information, and redundant, in these forms is avoided 
(figures 1C, 3, 4, figures 8A-C; column 2, lines 59-67; column 4, lines 35-58; 
column 5, lines 8-26; column 7, lines 3-23; column 9, lines 8-53). More 
specifically, Hartman et al. disclose a method where after completing a first form, 
the system constructs and presents a second, and subsequent forms containing 
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subsequent information, on the basis of information provided by an applicant in 
the first form and an applicant sending these forms to a remote system (figure 
1A; column 4, lines 44-58; column 9, lines 25-53). Regarding "defects", Hartman 
et al. teach a system for detecting "errors", therefore as this feature is not 
inherent to a computer and has to be programmed, a decision has to be made as 
to what is an error. Hence, a "defect" such as not capitalizing a name can be 
ignored by the system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 

skill to combine the teachings of Tengel et al. and Hartman et al. in order to 
ensure efficient and accurate loan form processing by correcting errors in data 
fields ('41 1, column 9, lines 35-42) that coincide ('812, figures 3A-B and 5) with 
all or some lender criteria. 

Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 

the Examiner should be directed to Calvin Loyd Hewitt II whose telephone 
number is (571) 272-6709. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday- 
Friday from 8:30 AM-5.00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
Examiner's supervisor, Andrew Fischer, can be reached at (571) 272-6779. 
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Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 



c/o Technology Cente'r 3600 



Washington, D.C. 20231 



or faxed to: 



(571) 273-8300 (for formal communications intended for entry and 



after-final communications) 



or: 



(571) 273-6709 (for informal or draft communications, please label 



PROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
<http://pair-direct.uspto.gov/> . Should you have questions on access to the 
Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 




